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Commissioners. I am here today to express my dismay and concern over the FCCs

- continued moves toward allowing the ownership of media in the United States to be
concentrated in the hands of a few.

In my view it would be a serious mistake to relax the few safeguards that currently exist.
To allow a single media g1ant to own as many as eight radio stations and three TV
stations in a single city — in addition to a daily newspaper -~ is concentrating too much

- media power in too few hands. :
Already we have an enormous problem with media diversity. We don’t have nearly
enough of it. Six huge companies own the b1g four networks, most cable channels, hundreds
of radio stations, publishing, movie studios, music, Internet and other sectors. i
|

Racial and ethnic minorities make up 33 percent of the U.S. population, but we own just
7.7 percent of full-power radio stations and 3.26 percent of television stations. And in the
last nine years African American ownership of broadcast media has fallen 30 percent.
That won’t change if media consolidation continues, because the uncontrolled,
unregulated media giants -- who by the way are using our public airwaves for free -- can
use their size to leverage advertising and lock minorities out of the markets they | |
dominate.

|
P |
Why is this important? For several reasons. ;
|
Firstly the needs of our communities are poorly served when media lacks diversity of
ownership. Issues that affect minority communties are missed, or poorly covered‘ Where
ownership is concentrated in the hands of the few, African Americans and other rmnonty
communities are poorly represented both as sources and as reporters and presenters In
our multi-cultural society, one-size definitely does not fit all. ‘

I'say this as a guy who started two radio stations from scratch, in Eugene, Oregon and
Roseburg, Oregon. I can tell you first hand, that when the big guys come in and they own
40 or 50 radio stations in the same region, there is no way that a small radio station owner
can compete with them and provide that local voice.

Secondly, when large media companies take over entire local markets, they produce a
poorer quality of news. Historically we have seen that news budgets are cut, resulting in a
smaller number of people producing news in any one market. And the same stories are
broadcast over multiple media, reducing the variety of perspectives available. Without a
diversity of information sources and points of view; without news that reflects all of
America — not just a small elite — our democracy is heading for serious trouble.

The same problem appears in entertainment.
Everything sounds the same. I can tell a Clear Channel station just by sound — no matter

where in'the country I am. They have a limited song repertoire and artists outside of that
system just won’t get play time. It’s bad fer local artists and its bad for audiences.
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In Portland, City Commissioner Erik Sten recently came out in support of petitiéning the
FCC to revoke the licenses of the major broadeast TV stations. The reason? Their
constant focus on ratings has led to sensationalistic crime-centered coverage that ignores
their duty to inform the public of the issues that impact viewers lives. In the month

preceding the election of 2004, for example, just 4.9 percent of the news was spent
covering the election. :

In Seattle, I have observed that certain AM radio station owners use their station$ not as a
tool to serve the public, but as a weapon to attack people who have criticized them.

In conclusion, the Commission should refuse to deregulate the market further — and in
fact should consider moving in the other direction. It should consider incentives to ensure

minority ownership across the country. That is the only way the America’s media will
sound like America and reflect America’s values and diversity. '

I want to thank the Commission for its time and effort. Bernie Foster.
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The name and address of the commenter:

David E. Griffith

P.0O. Box 19479

Seattle, Washington 98109-1479
(206) 285-2452 '

I am a concerned citizen and I reside in Seattle. I filed formal comments in this
proceeding on October 23, 2006!

The current FCC ownership rules are seriously flawed. I would like to make 3 or 4
comments regarding those rules. ,

First, the rules are anti-competitive — especially in smaller markets. For example in
Bellingham, WA, there are 5 commercial radio stations®. Under current rules, one entity
could one all five stations. (This is hypothetical. I believe that currently there is more
than one owner in Bellingham). Thus in smaller markets it is possible to have monopoly
or near monopoly contro] of the broadcast media. FCC ownership rules need to be more
restrictive not less restrietive. ‘

Second, there are no rules requiring owners of local stations to have any affiliation with
the local community. .The owner of the Bellingham stations theoretically could live in
Texas — or Florida — and never even visit the city of Bellingham. FCC ownership rules
need to promote localism by requiring that a majority of the broadcast owners in any
given market area be local. ‘

Third, the low percentages of minority and women owned broadcasting outlets in this
. country is:appalling. Having over 90% of the. broadcast media run by “free white males
- who are over 21” is not healthy. The FCC must adopt rules that will promote increased
* diversity in ownership and encourage more local participation. :

Fourth, cross ownership efodes competition and diversity. Athe cross ownership process
almost always creates:a reduction in the number of media owners, and loss of diversity.
The FCC should enly adopt cross ownership rules that create an increase in the number
of local owners, foster local competition, andsinerease diversity.

In summary I would like",ft‘q encourage the FCC to; 1) promote competition, 2) promote
localism, 3) promote diversity, and 4) promote community. ;
Attached are comments in footnote 1.
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I. SUMMARY

David E. Griffith (“Mr. Griffith”) welcomes this opportunity to submit comments in the
Federal Communications Commission’s (“Commission” or “FCC”) Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking in the proceeding captioned: In the Matter of Review of the 2006
Quadrennial Regulatory Review — Review of the Commission s Broa dc.:ast Ownership
Rules and Other Ru]es Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of t]xe Te]ecomm unications
Act of 1996, MB N 0.06-121, 2002 Biennial Regulatory ReVJeW Review of the
' Commission’s Broadeast Ownership Rules and Other Rules Adopted Pursuant to
Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, MB Docket No. 02'.27 7, Cross-
Ownership of Broadcast Stations and Newspapers, MM Docket No. 01-'235, Rules and
Policies Cozzcernmg Multiple Ownership of Radio Broa dcast Stations in Local Maz'kets
MM Docket No. 01 317, and Definition of Radio Markets, MM Docket No. 00-244

(“ Further Notice).

In its Further Notice the Commission noted problems with the degree of diversity
present in smaller sized markets.1 Unfoxtuna:tely the current.'tiered system for
ownership the Commission adopted exacerbates this diversity concentration problem.
. In order to recti'f"y ‘thissshertcoming in its current ownership rules, Mr. Griffith urges

the Commission to:

" 1 In the Matter of.2006 Quadrennial Begulatory Review — Review of the Commission ‘s Broadcast

‘ Ownerslup Rules and @ztlzer Ru]esAd pz‘ed Pui‘suant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of
193¢, ‘Further Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg, MB Docket Nos. 06-121, (rel. July 24, 2006)(“ Further
Noticd) at 27.




Adopt uniform ownership rules that ensure that an entity may not own more than

approximately 15% of the local commercial hroadcast stations in ‘cmy marlet

regardless of market size. %
. I
Adopt rules that ensure that local ownership of broadcast stations is increased
|
within a market trading area as part of the license renewal process, and is

expanded as new stations are added to a market area. |

!

Allow limited cross ownership of newspapers and television stations only in the
largest markets where concerns of localism and dwersfcy are sat1sﬂed
Permit radlo and television cross ownership that is cons1stent w1th requirements

for diversity, local ownership and limited concentration.

i

Adopt rules that would expand minority ownership of broadcast s’éations at the

t

local level.

II. NAME AND IDENTITY OF COMMENTER
1. The name and address of the commenter:

David E. Griffith

P.O. Box 19479

Seattle, Washington 98109-1479
(206) 285-2452

2. Send all correspondence, and communications in this proceeding to:

David E. Griffith

P.O. Box 19479

Seattle, Washington 98109-1479
(206) 285-2452




Mr. Griffith is a concerned citizen with more than 30 years experience in

!

telecomm lmications, 18 a radio enthusiast, and is a proponent of medi:;l diversification
and the preservation of the free speech and free press guarantees of the First

Amendment..

ITI, INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Mr. Griffith respectfully submits these reply comments in response to fhe July 24,
2006, Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ("Further Notice" or "Ovs}nership Rules
Review") released by the Commission in the above-captioned proceedin"gs.2 Because of
the critical impact action in this proceeding will have on the existing stiate :of the media
in this country, Mr. Griffith feels compelled to file these comments, Ab(ive all other
considerations, the Commission must ask whether the decisions it is making with |

respect to these rules are “in the public interest.” :

IV. COMMENTS OF DAVID E. GRIFFITH

The Further Notice seeks comment on the following rule:

¢ Logal Television Ownership Limit 3 -

OWJzerghzju:,Rules and Other Bules Adopted Pursuant to Section 202 of the Telecommunications Act of
1996, Further Notice of Froposed Rulemaking, MB Docket Nos, 06-121, (vel. July 24, 2006)(“Further
-Noticé’), Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 02-2771 (rel. Sept. 23, 2002) (“2002 Notice"), et al.

2In t]zé Matter of 2006 ‘Quadfrezzzziaj Regulatory Review — Review of the Commission’s Broadcast

- 3 ;Under the currentrule, a single entity may‘own two tg}evision stations in the same local market if (1)
CR ythe-so-céﬂed “Grade B” contours of the stations do not overlap; or (2) at least one of the stations in the

4 \
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Background:

The Commission in 2003 voted to revise the Yocal TV ownership rule to permit an

entity to own up to two television stations in markets with 17 or fewer television

stations, and up to three television stations in markets with 18 or more television
stations. The rule revision was challenged in Prometheus and has not taken effect. The
Further Notice seeks comment on whether the Commission should revise the number

of stations that can be commonly owned or whether additional evidence or analysis

exists that would further justify the limits adopted in 2003.

. comblnaf:mn is not: srankedmmong ‘the top follt stations in terms of audience share and at least eight
independently owned-and operatmg commercial or non-commercial full- power broadcast television
stations would remamn in the ma,rket after the combination. - ;




Discussion:
The Commission’s tetms used in thig proceeding, ‘L()ca\'\fe\.e\nsm DWnersth and

“Local Radio Ownership,” are in fact misnomers. While the coverage area of the
broadcaster is local, the current ownership of many stations is not local. As discussed
in more detail in the section below concerning “Local Radio Ownership Limit,” current
and proposed Coxﬁmission rules promote higher levels of con‘centrationg, and lower
levels of diversity and true “local” ownership, or localism, in the smaller markets than
in the largest markets. In the smaller markets current rules do not foster ownership
diversity in the televised media. More concentration in any of these markets is not in
the public interest. Entities should be restricted to owning no more than approximately
16% of the stations in any market as discussed in more detail in the Loan Radio

Ownership Limit section below.

Recent news items indicate that during 2004 the Commission prepared a report on

~ behalf of its LocaHsm Task Force that supports the Premise that local ownership

" fosters moi-e extensive coverage of local news.# While the Commission initially
Withheld this report, the Commission eventually posted a copy of this document on its
website in mid-September 2006. The Commissidn should take ’the findings of this
report inte consideration and conduct rgsearch into the public benefits of:' local
ownership. A quote from the abstract of this report reads as follows:

- We estimate the impact of local ownership on the number of local news seconds

) ) an(% local on- locajrgon news seconds. duri ng each station’s half-hour local news
o broardcast *,OQLS resultggyggest.thatxlocaléownershlp adds’ almost ﬁve and one-
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half minutes of local news, and over three minutes of local on- loéation news.
These findings may have policy implications for both Congress and the Federal

Communication Commission. b
The Commission should adopt rules that encourage the awarding of licenses of local
television stations to entities or individuals who reside in the local ser‘}ice :area of the

station’s broadcast Grade B contour.

Recommendation:

In order to foster more diversity and localism in local television market areas, Mr.
o

Griffith recommends the following criteria be used to establish the Local Television

Ownership Limit: 1

1) Permit an entity to own up to two television stations in markét areas with 12
or more television stations. [

2) Adopt rules that foster ownership by entities that are located (ho:me office)
within the Grade B contour service area of the broadcast television station.

3) Adopt rules that promote preferences for minority and Wome@ owned entities

during licensing and the license renewal process.
The Further Notice seeks comment on the following rule:
o Local Radio Owner.slzsz Limit

Background.

8 FCC Working Paper Do Local Owners Deliver More Localism? Some Evidence from Local Broadcast
News, http://hraunfoss fec gov/edocs public/attachmatch/DOC-267448A1.pdf, (“ FOC Working Paper”).




The current rules reflect numerical caps set by Congress in. 1996. The restraints are

based on a Sﬁ(ﬁﬂg scala that increases with the size of the local marke:;t.6 The Third
Circuit in Prometheus questioned the rationale behind the Commissio:n’s decision to
retain these caps. The Further Notice calls for comment on whether the limits should
be revised or whether additional evidence exists to further justify retaining them as

they are. '

Discussion:

The current Commission sting scale rules for Ownership Limits are s':eriously flawed.
The so-called sliding scale that increases the number of stations that may be owned
with the size of the local market, essentially forces the smallest marketg to be the least
diverse. A single éntity potentially could have monopoly or near monopbly éontrol in
the smallest markets. While a 14-station market theoretically could be controlled by a
minimum of threev owners, smaller markets could be totally controlled by one, or two
entities. The 15- to 29-station markets conceivably could be totally controlled by
between three and five owners, and the 20- to 44- station markets by ﬁvje to seven
owners. Ounly in the largest markets are owners limited to controlling léss than 15% of

the total number of radio broadcast stations.

Lecommendation:

¢ As a general rule, one entity may own (a) up to five commercial radio stations, not more than three of
which are in the same service (e, AM or FM), in a market with 14 or fewer radio stations; (b) up to six
_commercial radio stations, not more than four of which: are in the same service, in a market with
- between 15 and. 29 vadio stdfions; () upto seven commercial radio stations, not more than four of which
are in the same gervice, in a radio market with between 80.and 44 (inclusive) radio stations; and (d) up
toteight coxqrheﬁéiglﬁﬁa&"pf‘sbéﬁﬁsﬁﬁbb mare than five of which ave in the same service, in a radio market
“With. 4567 fhfbre aﬁadib}sbﬁﬁiqns; ~

o




In order to foster more diversity and localism in local television marketj areas, Mr.

Griffith recommends the following criteria be used to establish the Locial Radio

Ownership Limits:

1)

2)

i
i
|
\
|
|
I
|
|

The rules should be rolled back so that entities could own no &:nofe than

|

approximately 156% of the stations in any market regardless of market size.

The “sliding scale” rule should be revised as follows to promo%e both diversity

and localism: o
P
i i

a) In markets with up to 14 stations, an entity could own up }to o;ne

commercial AM station and one commercial FM station.
|

1

b) In markets with 15 to 29 stations, an entity could own up :to three
commercial stations wifh no more than two in the same seirvicée.

¢) In markets with 30 to 44 stations, an entity could own up ;to ﬁ:ve
commercial stations with no more than three in the same gerﬁce

d) The current rule for markets of 45 or more stations fits thei,- 15% criteria.

e) The Commission should also adopt rules that eventually Qoﬂd require

that at least 50% of the owners of local radio stations in any market reside

in the primary coverage areas of their broadcast contours.

Changes from current limits to the ones recommended above in 1) should be
accomplished during the license renewal process beginning no later than
January 1, 2010. Changes in ownership concentration may be accomplished

through license sales, trades or transfers.




;

8)  The Cémmission should also foster more local ownership by imaking more
frequencies available for broadcast stations. The Commi.‘ssio:n should relax
rules to permit more extensive use of second- and third-adja;:enf channels for
low power FM (LPFM) in crowded markets. AM station owrflership can be
expanded through continued adjustment of antenna péttern; and by reducing

power allocations.

The Further Notice seeks comment on the following rule: |

« UHTF Discount Used in Calculating the National Television Ownership Limit—

Background: :

|
In 2004, Congress enacted legislation that permits a single entity to ov&.n any number
of television stations on a nationwide basis as long as the station group! coliectively
reached no more thén 89 percent of the national TV audience. The Furitlzef Notice

seeks comments on use of the UHF discount to determine compliance with the national

cap.

. Djscussjon-‘
While nationwide restr;iétions on ownership may foster diversity nationally, they have
little relevance to the ctsoncept oi' localism in local markets. A more important factor
for the Commission to consider is the degree of concentration at the local level.

- Current rules for local ownership limits need to be changed to foster more diversity,

reduce high levels concentration, and allew for an increased number of local owners,

10
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Furthermore, access to cable and satellite systems by local UHF channels help to

expand subscribership beyond what is normally considered within the 'statiion’s

broadcast contour.

Recommendation:

Mzr. Griffith recommends the UHF discount not be used.

The Further Notice seeks comment on the following rule:

o Newspaper/Broadcast Cross-Ownership Ban —

Background: ‘

The current rule prohibits common ownership of a full-service broadcast station
|

(television or radio) and a daily newspaper if the station’s service area completely

encompasses the newspaper’s city of publication. In the 2002 Order, the Commission
relaxed this rule and the separate radio/TV cross-ownership restrictioﬁ by repiacing
both regulations with a set of “cross-media limits.”” The cross-media limijcs were

| challenged in Prometheus, and aiﬁhough the Third Circuit agreed that a flat ban on
newspaper/broadcast cémbinations was no longer necessary, the court:remanded the

specific numerical caps to the Commission for further consideration.

Discussion:

7 The new limits were tiered according to the size of the local market: (a) in those with three or fewer TV
stations, all newspaper/broadcast and radio/television combinations were prohibited; (b) in markets with
between four and eight stations, an entity could own a combination that includes a newspaper and either
(i) one television station and up to 50:percent of the radio stations that may be commonly owned under
the applicable radio cap, or (ii) up to 100 percent of the radio stations allowed under the applicable radio
cap; and (¢) in markets with nine or more television stations, cross-media combinations would be
permitted without limit as long as they complied with the applicable local television and local radio caps.

11




The number of newspapers in the U. S. is répidly declining. Seattle, rfemkedt as the 12

largest DMA,8 has only two daily newspapers. These newspapers are ?cumrently under
a joint operating agreement. If this agreement is terminated'(highly likely at the time
of this filing), Seattle could become a one-newspaper town. Allowing niledia Cross
ownership in delicate newspaper markets, such as Seattle, could have ominous impacts

on the public’s access to a free and diverse press. 1
]

“It is true that a broadcasting station, like a newspaper, represents a privgte property.
BUT the station functions under Government license on a publicly-owﬁed channel and
its very right of way is owned by every citizen.” While the _Commissioxil is :solely
focusing on the size of the local television market in its cross ownershi;g) ruies, it should
also be looking on how concentrated the local newspajper market is. The 2'002. Order
prohibited combinations in markets with three or fewer televigion statif)ns. The
Commission should also consider prohibitions in markets with only one: or two daily
newspapers. The greatest threat to local diversity and the public interest will be where

. newspaper/broadcast combinations are not lopally owned.

?

8 E@C'Workgtzg}?apez; Table:One, Dbage 20. .
. ® Samuel Kaufman, Radio News, Avugust 1936,p. 70, -

12
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LRecommendation:

Mzr. Griffith recommends newspaper and television combinations only be permitted if

the following conditions are met: |

1) The daily newspaper’s city of publicatibn must have at least two other daily
newspapers, the newspaper involved in the combination must be localiy owned,
and;

2) The television market must have 12 or more television stations, ‘fand the
newspaper could own either; (i) one television station and up to %O% of the

allowable radio stations, or (ii) no television station and up to 100% of the

allowable radio stations, based on market size.

The Further Notice seeks comment on the following rule:

» Radio/Television Cross-Ownership Limit-

Background:

The current rule gllows an entity to own one TV station (or two, if the market is large
enough to trigger the “duopoly” provisions of the local television dwneréhip rule) and a
varying number of radio stations in a local market, depending on the number of
independenﬂy owned media “voices” that are left. The Further Notice calls for input on

how the agency should address radio/TV combinations now.

Discussion:
Mr. Griffith’s comments have focused on a 15% guideline for maximum ownership

across all markets for a given broadcast medium. This guideline is based on the

13



current upper himits of concentration anticipated for the \.atgest matkéts. Cross:
ownership within the two media should only be permitted when the re?sultant
combination giveé an overall concentration well below the 15% saturat;ion level. For
instance, an entity that is at saturation (15%) in one medium should not b‘e permitted
to acquire stations in a second medium. However if the entity’s current holdings are

significantly below saturation, some cross ownership may be permitte(i.

Recommendation:

Mr. Griffith recommends the following limits for cross ownership:

1
'
'

An entity may own both radio ﬁnd television stations within a market provided
that it owns no more than 50% of the maximum numbef of statioins allowed for
each medium based on market size, and provided the local markét meets
compliance requirements for local ownership and diversity.

The Further Notice seeks comment on the following rule:

4

. Mmorzty ownership -

' Backg;ro und-

T-he Fzzrt]zez' Notjce invites comment on the court’s remand of certain proposals
concerning mlnorlty ownershlp It also lists pendmg pet1t1ons for reconsideration of the
2002 Order. Interested parties may refresh the record concerning those petitions by

responding during the 2006 comment period.

Discussion:

-1

14




Diversity and localism have been cornerstones of broadcast regulation for decades.10

Broadcasters, are merely temporary trustees of the public’s airwaves,!! and must use

the medium to serve the public interest. The Commission has consistently interpreted
this to mean that licensees must provide programming that is responsive fo the

i

interests and needs of their communities of license. Although the Commission and

Congress eliminated the Fairness Doctrine for in the 1980s, ’broadcastérs still are

expected to serve and represent their local communities.

As noted in reply comments Mr. Griffith made in response to the 2002 gl\fotiice, greater
local minority ownership of local broadcast stations is in the Public Interes:t. James
Winston of the National Association of Black Owned Broadcasters has'i'erﬁarked that
less than 2 percent of the country’s radio broadcast stations (240 of moxz'e tlllan 13,000),
and only 2% of the television stations (only 20 of more than 1,000) are an:ed by
African Americans.’2 Juan Gonzalez of the National Association of Hispanic
Journalists note& that Univision controls 85% of the country’s Hispanic broadcasting,

but it is not Hispanic-owned.!3 A recent study released by Free Press, indicates that

10 Ses, e.g., Deregulation of Radio, 84 F.C.C.2d 968, 994 Y 58 (1981) (“Radlio Deregulation Order’) (“The
concept of localism was part and parcel of broadcast regulation virtually from its inception.”).

11 Broadcasters are considered to be temporary trustees of public spectrum because the Communications
Act instructs the Commissjon to award licenses to use the airwaves expressly on the condition that
licensees serve the public interest. See 47 U.S.C. § 309(a) (requiring the Commission to determine, in

. the case of applications for licenses, “whether the public interest, convenience, and necessity will be
served by granting such application”). This model is often referred to, by commentators and the
Commission itself, as one of public trusteeship. See, e.g., Advanced Television Sys. & Their Impact upon
the Existing Television Broadcast Serv., 12 FCC Red 12809, 12829 Y (1997) (noting that, even as they
transition to digital technology, “broadcasters will remain trustees of the public's airwaves”).

12 James Winston, Nai;ion‘?l Assocjation of Black Owned Broadcasters, Remarks at the FCC's Forum on
Media Owpership, Columbia Law Scheol, J. anuary,16, 2003. : ‘

.. ¥ Juan Gonzalez, Nationgl Associatiomof Hispanic Journalists, Remarks at the FOC's Forum on Media
‘Ownership, Columbia LawiSchool, January 16, 2003. '

15




women own less than 5% of te\.ewsmn stations in the U, 9,4 Consohdatmn will not
“bring about more miinority ownership.”1s o |

Recommendation:

o
The Commission must adopt rules that set targets and encourage more ownership

t

. o
among African Americans, Hispanic Americans, Asian Americans, other minority

groups, and women owned businesses. |

V. CONCLUSIONS

Adopt uniform ownership rules that ensure that an entity may not own more
than approximately 15% of the local commercial broadcast statiens in any
market regardless of market size.

Adopt rules that ensure that current local ownership of broadecast stations is

increased within a market trading area as part of the license renewal process,

and is expanded as new stations are added to a market area. ;

Allow limited cross ownership of newspapers and television stations in the
largest markets. Where concerns of localism and diversity are sat1sﬁed
‘Permit radie and television cross ownerslup that is consistent with requirements

;
}

for diversity, local ownership and limited concentration.

14 S, Derek Turner and Mark Cooper “Out of the Picture: Minority & Female TV Station Ownership in
* the Unifed States Hree Press, September 2006.

http://www stopligmedia. com/ﬁles/out of sthe picture pdf. -

% Initial Combrants 6f theth MnazatyM%“dza‘and“Te]emmm unications Councilin MB Dbcket Nos. 02-277,
et al, January 22003, at 48.
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5. Adopt rules that would expand minority ownership of broadcast stations at the

local level.

I appreciate your consideration of these comments.

DATED at Seattle, Washington, this twenty-third day of October 2006.

DAVID E. GRIFFITH

17
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I’m Chris Gregoire, Governor of the State of Washington. Thank you for cormng to my

state on this important topic. ‘

Today, I urge you to take a broad public-interest view of the issues you are cons1der1ng

These regulatory decisions are not solely matters of business interest. !

I fervently believe the airwaves are public property. Owners who use them have ‘a stron g

obligation to the rest of us to maintain that use in the public interest. ‘

You last looked at this issue in 2002, and I wrote you, as Attorney General, with my deep

concerns about the FCC’s efforts to accelerate the already rapid trend toward |

consolidation in the media.
|
|

Those concerns are no less on my mind today.

As Governor, I continue to be opposed to further concentration of media ownersh1p |
through consolidation of the media.

\

|

Such concentration stifles creativity and content. !
\

| |
It narrows perspectives available to each of us as citizens, and it is unhealthy in a society
that rests on principles of equality and diversity.

I find it ironic that in an age with so many new ways for people to communicate — and so
many ways to exercise the beauty of Democracy — we face the very real threat that these
new ways will be controlled by a few.

Since 1995, there are 40 percent fewer TV-station owners due to consolidation. .

Three media companies own all of our cable news networks, and two companles ‘serve 40
percent of households getting cable TV.

Just one company now owns nearly 1,200 radio stations across the country. Before 1996,
no company could own more than 40 stations nationwide.

And I’m not just talking about newspapers, TV stations, and radio stations.

No. of Copie ’
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Ownership of what we can hear, view and say is concentrating in key chokepomts such as
Internet content and phone transmissions.

A handful of companies now dominate the top Internet news sites. 4 '
We need competition, not concentration.

We need diversity, vitality, and local perspectives. Democracy depends on a thr1v1ng
market place of ideas.

|
I
I

It depends on a healthy menu of political discourse, culture, and arts.
i :
Do we really want to concentrate control of this market place into the hands of a few?
b
I can tell you, I don’t, and I don’t believe Washingtonians do either.

What happens if a single owner doesn’t like what is being said on TV or through the
newspaper or Internet? P

Will this owner engage in censorship?

That’s the problem. The possibility of censorship makes people lose confidence that their
voices will be heard. o

We already have a problem with distrust in far too many of our major institution§ in this
country — we don’t need media added to the list simply through consolidation. ' |
If our means of communication is controlled by a few, what’s to stop them from ‘blocicing
our artists, musicians, grass-roots political organizations, and others from the doorways

needed to reach their audiences?
How will the next great author get published?

How will the next great band be able to leave a garage in West Seattle for a worldwide
audience?

How will photos, or video, documenting injustice be seen widely enough to spark a
response? ‘

This is a problem, both real and perceived.

Concentration of media ownership — in all its evolving forms — is a real problem.

It'sa problem for me, and for Washingtonians, who live and work in creative, expressive
and innovative communities from Spokane to Seattle, and Vancouver to Bellingham.
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_ perspectives.

T ask you to ensure that our citizens have access to multiple sources of information and

Thank you. Lo
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FILED/ACCEPTED

RESOLUTION TO OPPOSE MEDIA OWNERSHIP CONSOLIDATION NOV 16 2007
ADOPTED Oct 17, 2007

Federal Commumcatlons Commission
Offlcs of the Secratary

WHEREAS the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) is charged to regulate the publicairwaves
and communications systems to serve in the public interest, conven'ience, and necessity; and |

WHEREAS freedom and democracy require diverse and local voices, an informed public, and equal and
affordable access to the press, media, and Internet communications; and i

WHEREAS our participatory democracy and electoral processes are being threatened and dlmlmshed by a
handful of giant media corporatlons who want to swallow up even more local TV Channels, radlo
stations and newspapers in a single market; and

WHEREAS our unions and the general public suffer from under reporting of labor issues in the news
media and misinformation influenced by corporate America; and |
WHEREAS the frontline workers most negatively affected include journalists, musicians, wrlters artists,
actors and telécommunication workers; and

'WHEREAS we know that 3 million comments halted unfair FCC rulemaking procedures regardlng media
ownership consolidation and localism in 2004; and

WHEREAS the final opportunity to offer public comment to the FCC will be at a public hearinig slated for
November 2007 in Seattle, WA, and/or directly to the FCC by a similar deadline; therefore be it

RESOLVED that the Martin Luther King, Jr. County Labor Council will join the American F ederatlon of
Musicians and the Communications Workers of America in opposing the Federal Communication
‘Commission’s loosening of the media ownership consolidation rules; and be it finally

RESOLVED that the Martin Luther King Jr. County Labor Council will 1) communicate to the FCC their
opposition to the proposed rule making on media ownership consolidation, 2) encourage MLKCLC
affiliates and their members to communicate their opposition to the proposed rule making on media
ownership consolidation, 3) forward copies to the Washington Congressional Delegation, 4) forward
copies to the WSLC “and, 5) testify at the last FCC sponsored public hearing slated for Seattle, WA in
November 2, 2007.

opeiu8/afl-cio.

Nancy Young; Brésident e James- Davis, Vice Presjdent  David Freiboth, Executive Secretary

+ '~ AFFILIATEBWI WlTH"THE'AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL
ORGANIZATIONS
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Martin Luther King, Jr. County Labor Council, AFL-CIO
2800 First Avenue, Suite 206 » Seattle, Washington 98121
Phone: (206) 441-8510 o Fax: (206) 441-7103 e E-mail: office@mlkclc.org

FILED/ACCEPTED

RESOLUTION TO OPPOSE MEDIA OWNERSHIP CONSOLIDATION ‘ NOV f] 6 2007
ADOPTED Oct 17, 2007

Federal Communications Commission
Offlce of the Secratary

WHEREAS the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) is charged to regulate the pubhc airwaves
and communications systems to serve in the public interest, convel?lence and necessity; and

WHEREAS freedom and democracy require diverse and local voices, an informed public, and equal and
affordable access to the press, media, and Internet communications; and P

\
WHEREAS our participatory democracy and electoral processes are being threatened and diminished bya
handful of giant media corporatlons who want to swallow up even more local TV Channels, radio
stations and newspapers m a single market; and

WHEREAS our unions and the general public suffer from under reporting of labor issues in the news
media and misinformation influenced by corporate America; and |

WHEREAS the frontline workers most negatively affected include journalists, musicians, wrlters artists,
actors and telecommunication workers; and

‘WHEREAS we know that 3 million comments halted unfair FCC rulemaking procedures regardlng media

ownership consolidation and localism in 2004; and

WHEREAS the final opportunity to offer public comment to the FCC will be at a public hearing slated for
November 2007 in Seattle, WA, and/or directly to the FCC by a similar deadline; therefore be it

- RESOLVED that the Martin Luther King, Jr. County Labor Council will join the American Federatlon of

Musicians and the Communications Workers of America in opposing the Federal Communication -
Commission’s loosening of the media ownership consolidation rules; and be it finally

RESOLVED that the Martin Luther King Jr. County Labor Council will 1) communicate to the F CC their
opposition to the proposed rule making on media ownership consolidation, 2) encourage MLKCLC
affiliates and their members to communicate their opposition to the proposed rule making on media
ownershlp .consolidation, 3) forward copies to the Washington Congressional Delegation, 4) forward
copies to the WSLC and, 5) testify at the last FCC sponsored public hearing slated for Seattle, WA in
November 2, 2007, .
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Nancy Young, resident » James Davis, Vice President e David Frelboth Executive Secretary

AFFILIATED WITHTHE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL
ORGANIZATIONS
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Martin Luther King, Jr. County Labor Cbun’cil, AFL-CIO

2800 First Avenue, Suite 206 » Seattle, Washington 98121
Phone: (206) 441-8510 e Fax: (206) 441-7103 E-mail:: office@milkclc.org

FILED/ACCEPTED

RESOLUTION TO OPPOSE MEDIA OWNERSHIP CONSOLIDATION NOV" 1 6 2007
ADOPTED Oct 17, 2007

Federal Commumcanons Commission
Office of the Secretary

WHEREAS the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) is charged to regulate the public "airwaves
and communications systems to serve in the public interest, convenience, and necessity; and 3
WHEREAS freedom and democracy require diverse and local voices, an informed public, and equal and
affordable access to the press, media, and Internet communications; and ;

1
WHEREAS our participatory democracy and electoral processes are being threatened and diminished by a
handful of giant media corporations who want to swallow up even more local TV Channels, radio
stations and newspapers in a single market; and !

WHEREAS our unions and the general public suffer from under reporting of labor issues in the news
media and m1s1nformat10n influenced by corporate America; and

WHEREAS the frontline workers most negatively affected include journalists, musicians, wr1ters artlsts
actors and telecommunication workers; and

WHEREAS we know that 3 million comments halted unfair FCC rulemaking procedures. regardlng media
ownershlp consolidation and localism in 2004; and

WHEREAS the final opportunity to offer public comment to the FCC will be at a public heariﬂg slated for
November 2007 in Seattle, WA, and/or directly to the FCC by a similar deadline; therefore be it

'RESOLVED that the Martin Luther King, Jr. County Labor Council will join the American Federatlon of

Musicians and the Communications Workers of America in opposing the Federal Communication
Commission’ s loosening of the media ownership consolidation rules; and be it finally

RESOLVED that the Martin Luther King Jr. County Labor Council will 1) communicate to the FCC their
opposition to the proposed rule making on media ownership consolidation, 2) encourage MLKCLC
affiliates and their members to communicate their opposition to the proposed rule making on media
ownershlp consolidation, 3) forward copies to the Washington Congressional Delegation, 4) forward
copies to the WSLC and, 5) testify at the last FCC sponsored public hearing slated for Seattle, WA in

November 2, 2007.
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